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Introduction and General Comments

R
. 1 . -
Sy This paper focyses on the assessment needs of 1angud§e minc: -4 students
' ﬁ%ﬁ the early e{ementary'years and on fhé evaluation of program£ witteh ;efvicé
theﬁ. If; as proposed, language minority sfudents are to play =» sfgnif‘caht
.role in thg New Follow.Through Program (MNew FT), ﬁhen the importanca of aS-
dressing their measuremenf looms large indeed, for withodt methei:. 1ogical
. 3 refinement in instrument desién and selection most of the'achievemmnt 15%

affective data collected will prdbab]y be worthless, much will tnd%uhﬁeaiy'
b cuspect, anq oniy a little will clearly merit the cost of araiinia

Today the Pmportance of properly assessing bi]ingua? stud:jfi T
recngnize& bécause of their growing numbers, geographical dispursio: he .
infhﬁénce of numerous federa] and state prograﬁs specifically desi«:ar 1o
mesé %2y needs, the impact of fedefgl courtiééses, and~the voiée'of iha
bilingual cducational constituency. It 1is b;cohing pﬁofjtab]e to produce ‘,
tests for_this market, and a number of tests have been deve]obed-to measure

a variety of language and achievement constructs for bilinqual or potentially

bi]ingua1 childrén. Unfortynate]y; the quETity of most of these'instruménts,

particularly instruments which measure aspects of lanquage proficiency,

LY

~

leaves much to be desired (Bernal, 1977). - ;. |
Psychometrics as a field is reluctantly beéoming aware of the challenges

to test validity posed by children fqr whom tests in English é]one have so

far inadequately assessed their aptitudes, attitudes, aEhievemeng ahd devel- L\

opment. Obviously, many bilingual children can be tested appropriate]xvy}th

‘extant EnQ]ish ihstrumgnts. The problem i that it is difficult to teli who

thes are‘aheﬁd of time without conductina other assessments. ~?he'poin£ is 

i janguage minority populations 2~ _u.a'ly-linguistically df¥"
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.8 .
and this means that they are-behavicrally different, gften even in the

realm of test-taking behav1ors ' . ' A

’ : ) ~

S1nllar1y, many popular evaluation schemes, such as those wh1ch reguire

pre-posttesting .with all-English achievement ba*terqes, may be °nownuch1y .

» -~

confounded by apparent gains made by certain students 1n‘soc1a1 studies or
science when what has rea]]y happened is that they have iearned to read

1 At the 1ower ranoes, students uho remain 11m1ted in English prof1c1encv

(LEP) exper1ence a cumu]at1ve deficit, since norms wait for no ore. Should )

-,

the scores of these twWo groups be averaged together... presto! No gains.

1 Evaluation designs reed to be especially sensitive to ‘cru¢ial intervening :

variables and, as will be shown later, to ~~ecial conditions which affect
B - 1 : . . -

i -

studies ih naturalistic settings. o - ,
how bilingual children may‘be accommodated in the New FT is aiso an

important questioh In the "old" Fo]]ow Through study, b111ngua1 children

were SO much extraneous "noise" for most of the mode]s dnd did not figure

prominently in the ana]yses. Under the New FT, they will be 1nc1udedifrom i %

the outset, but whether language minority children are relegatc. to certain -

v

for nva1uat1on

New FT models or are accommodated by all models has imp’rtant i~ ‘cations
):>

One way to accommodate language minority student is. for all of the
\ -

New FT models to make prov151on for spme type of para]]e] bilingual instruc- .
g ' _

tion. While this might sound oreposterous to some, consider that models
must be adaptab]e to a great number .of schoo] s1tes that LEP chi1dren are
found in virtyally a]] maJor schodl systems and many small ones, that

“several states have mandatory'"b111ngua1"‘educat1on for LEP- students, and

3

that desegregation efforts could impact a proaram by“~introducing LEP chil-

Jren into a previously English monolir e °° - 7T ¢tling.

’




Another way to proceed would be to designate tuo——and prefzrably more--
models ‘as bilingual models under the hew Fi.- This would be a step in keep-
1ng u1th now trad1t1ona1 thought in conpensator/ education Yet even here
some of thg concerns. just discussed may have bearing. woujd such mode?s be
used exc]us-ve]y with 1anduag= m1nor1ty ch11drer7 f so, how might they
accommodate desegreg;tion orders? B111nqua1 education has not always,fared
we]] in deseoreoated settings {see Z1rPe] 1977).  If non-LEP, non-language
m1n&é>tj children can part1c1pate with LEP and even u1th b111ngua11y profi-
" cient ch11dren, viould the model provide a d11ute5 bilincual treatment, one
which would implicitly gfve-preference to Eng]iéh speakers;and'seek to

-~

"transition,

or rec]ass1fy, "exit" the language minority child at the .
ear11est possible moment? This might happen,.for‘instafce, if the bilingual
model were really noth1ng more than a set of Eng]ish—aéla—second 1anguagek

activities appended to an English model.

. I3
et

‘This writer fee]s‘that'any exclusively defined bilingual model would be
limited in its applicability to ethnica]]y\stab1e; re]ative]y homogeno&s
sites character1zed by a 1arge maJor1ty of 1anguage minority stdent". Many
educators would, of course, find such .a model usefu], assuming that 1t would
.be effect1ve. Furthermore, the measurement and evaluation issues alluded to
earlier cou]d be isolatad in the New FT 1mpact-study. But such a modeJ wou]d
not answer the needs of most children or most educators at most sftes, would
not he in keeping with the origina] thrust of Follow Through, which Hodges
(1978) characterized ‘as a genial innovation "for'tying theory and research
to actual éducational ﬁraétice" (p.>190); " It would not, -in %hort, educe'our
best efforts to. innovate to antiCipate the future, and to.make the best use

of current knowledge in curriculum deve]opment test1ng, and eva]uat1on.

Perhaps” the most innovative thing wh1ch the Neu FT could do. for

r'sd

4. | .



'compensatory education would be te produce interventians which do not'appear

to be compensatory, do not egregiousiy press children to learn and become

"just Tike normal Americans." Pernaos we should start thlnn1ng about pro—

dicing quality educational progrars (Gonza]ez; 1979), compTex curricula_

which provide di%férent gptions for ch11dren—-s;rands, if you would. Per-
haps we need to devise tests which anproaéh the chailenge o6f measurement

not from the perspactive of convenience for the test maker or the test user

but with'a view to being able validly to assess many popu]atidns--inciuding

the aom1nant Angio culturai group—«s1wu1taneous1y or.in equ1va1ent ways.

And so I come to the end of these 1ntroductor/ remarks with a
recommendation: The National Institute'of Education (NIE) should prepare
RFPs for two feasiﬁilify studies: (1) developiqg'New FT modeis %or cul-
turally and 11n0u1>t1ca11' 1n»egrated sett1ngs, (2) devising or adapting
tests in the cogﬁ]f1ve, achievement- and affect7Ve domains of 1nte{est to
the New FT -for English prof1c1ent and LEP children. Alternatively, NIE
céuld prepare nen-binding RFPs on either or both of these topics to see if
feasible, defensible probosé?s~turn dp. x

We need to know what “our aptioBs are, realistically. If we do not
consider deliberately the*réfafionship of 1anguage minority students iqftﬂe
entire New FT effort, their presence by des1gn or acc1dent may become a

nu1sanc9, a "noise"” or Cacophony which our 1ntervent1ons, 1nstruments, and

methodology are i1l prepared to orchestrate. g A\
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Assessing Language Minotity Students: Tée State of the Art

Briefly... o

. . -, . . S . . . 3
Hispanics and other 1anguage minority qroups have become victims of . _!-

rd

-

- test abuse and test misuse because (1) they have not been adequate]y repre-
sented in the samples of students used for test deve]opment (Green, 1972)¢
- " {2) their 1dnguage characteristics and lack of test sophistication have not
been taken into account in research and evaluation des1qns on/In 1nd1v1dua1‘
« test 1nterpretat1on and- educational decision making, (3)-test results have teo
. often been of little practical value, and (4, staff Pnow]edqe of test.scores
.has produced a self- fu1f1111ng propheqy effect in school sett1nqs (De Avila
& Havassy, 1974). For examp]e/'whereas\IQ and related tests have served to
misdfagnose disproportionately arge numters of Hispanic children into
mentally retarded dr language“and learning disani?it&'categories (Gerry,
1§73), these instruments have not been especially helpful in identifying
?-chi?ﬁren at the other end of the anility spectrum, the gifted (Bernal,
1974). | '
Although a few testing companies nave in recent years been making
progress in meeting some of these testing prot]ems'and developjng more valid
k'nority_groups, psychologis: . the . .eld of measurement and
test developers’ have generally ndt dealt with these issues and haVe-not
. sdught z;'impact,those aspects of test niisuse which are.under their'contrdi
or inf]uence (Bernal, 1975). . Instead those that have articulated on the
issues have g1ther sh1fted the b]amt‘ 5 te practitioner (e.g., Cleary, et
al, 1975) Or:\arguing tha* tests hawewsufficient validity for some purposes
(often predfctive va]idﬁty), have been satisfied to indicate that test

scores mene1y describe the_parameters of the problem, but do not create it

7




- {e.q., Jacobson, 1977). -

. Sti1l, legazl and social pressures and a haunting, if Qague'dissatisfac-\
tion with a seemingly endless litany of apologies has caused test deve}operi
and psychometrists to take steps to recti?y abuses and misuses in the f%eld.
Unfortunztely, the measureé'undertaken have frequently been the scurce of -
new problems 'h11e not really ame]10“at1ng the basic condition.

’

Malpractices, In Passing

The first malpractice, most often found in fle]d sett]ngs, cons’sts of
"add1no po1n+s " to obta1n\scores “of 1aQ§uage minority students. This proce-
.dure is, of course, basically a way of making low test scores more palpable,
since it does noth}ng te increase a tést's'va]idity. Sometimes the number of
points to be'added is subjectively but experien;ﬁa]]y determineq; in other in-
stances the number is based on the averaae difference between Anglo and
minority scores--a very questéonab]e practice indead, especiallv when anplied
to individuals. The method is wrong but-ihe motive for adding points is that -
educators workina withuminority chi]drenlsometimes find that many of them have
achieved more than tne test scores indicate. Doubt]ess]v, one of the reasons -
why var 5 netion] and sta ed. .. .ional orqan1zat1ons have not been friendly \\\
to the use of certa1n types of tests, especially with m1nor1ty populations,
is that too many teachers do not believe their results (e.g., NEA, ca. 1369;.
A’second malsractice involves <imple renorming, i.e., the computation
of ethnic norme, ¢.ien locally. Rerorming accomplishes wha£ adding points
does, but the numbers are determined empirically. The only real advantage
e . of renorming .is that it’provideé good deseniptive statistics for a particular

ethnic population and a better -distribution of scores. But renormine appears

to the uhinitiated to do more, t0 somehow make the test better. It doc¢s not.

o
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Test irans]atiﬁn nithout trvout and subsequent rodification and valida-

. ticn has g]so beceme a popular practice, whether done by @ testing company
or 1oc§1]y by a practitioner. Sometimes only tne directions are translated,

1

" but often the entire test is recast into énother_langgage, usually-Spanish.

"1 have witnessed individually administered testé gresented inuboth “languages,
a procedurs which involvas the repetition of cach item and which pngduces
an unsystenat%c prackice effect on scores, depending on a child's bilinguai
skills. . \

Some testing cnmpanies‘-brochures illustrate English and transiated
versions of a test in a way which éuggests that fhey are para]]g]_fgrms,_
when %n fact no empi?ica! verificatiqn or equating nrocedure has been
. 'attemntea, not even back‘translation, a technique which has proven so use-

ful-in equatiné the meéningsnof statements in cross cultural research
{Menaster & Havighurst, 197é). In fact, some trans]ated, multiple choice
tests are so ”panallel" .that even the position of the correct answe:

*

unchanged--a me>"nirer nt travesty when one cons‘ders that both versions are -,

sor "~ acministered to the same students in quick succession--again an
O untoward practice effect. JFurthermore, .some translated *23ts have nc norms

for the non-EngTish_language verdion; test users are left to assume that
the English norms are app11cab19 ) | ‘ .

The psychometr1c and pract1ca] problems with test translation are many.
Obviously fome types of tests, such as simple psychomotor or discrimination
tasks or stra1ghtforward uomputat1on problems, can :5ually be preseated in
another language with little adaptat1on, Dart1cu1ar1y S0 when no read)ng 1s
requ1r9d of the examinee. Even here, however, cuitural content should be

checked and test d1rect1ons back trans]ated Nhenever aDproprlate,_and sub—

mitted to a tria] phase. Vocabulary tests or-problem solvina tasks involving

A

\ & ' .
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ulhura1 content or interrnal verbal rediatiorn cannot be simniv translated with-
“out risking the alteration’ of item characteristics or the tactor structure of

the tests. In other words, translation usually chahges the difficulty range

of ah item (e.g., 37 spangle is translated to lentejuela, the item changes

in difficulty for Hispanic studsnts). Translation may also chénge the

options & student may otherwise have in énswering an izen (e.qg., staé% may

be a verb or a noun in Ernglish, but timbre, estampilla, or seilar in Spanish
1

limit the usage of the words. Items recast into another language may be
# more or less uSeful in differentiating more accomnlished students from their
below ave;age peers. Firally, a test ;hich measures one factor for Ang]os )
(e.g., practical intellicence: "What should xou do if you cﬁt your finger?")
might be measuring angther fa:tocr for Hispanics (e.g., degree of accultura-
tion to Anglo values and piactices), especially if scoring criteria have.a
limited range of acceptable responses.
Most 6ften translated tests use a re]at{vely formal stendard dialec®
to produce expeditiously a test which will appeal to as wide a group of
potential customers as possible. The resu]%; tragically, is that some lan-
, guage minority students who speak a-?ia1ect of the 1anguage and who have not
had sufficient bilingual education;/;core Tow on tests in both languages.
In still other cases (fortunately few) all language minority children enter-

ing school for the first time are tested exclusively {ﬁithe nonfEng1ish
language, thereby penalizing’ those wha~are most profiéiént in Eng]ish a
spec1a1 case of test misuse wh1cb onceﬁjgalgjplaces ,language minority stu-
dents in a disadvantaged s1tuat1on '

Another Wa]pract1cea1s thé adm1n1strat1on of selected subscales of
larger d1agnost1c and intelligence tests to language minority student: If

this practice were based on émpirica] findings of greater reliability or




validity for certain subtests, there would be 1ittie reason to object;
however, this practice usually restg on the belief that LEP studentis score
higher (i.e., look better) on scre sﬁbsca]es than on others. Perforrdnce
) subscales, for exaépie, are 6ften preferrea by practitioners over vg;gai
saé]es, in spite of the fact that basirg ggnéfal/interpretations on per-
formance tests has USUa11j yielded dis ';tiné results, both for :he
Anglo population (Nunnally, 1959) and for different cultural and nat1ona1
aroups as well (Anastasi, J1976). As a ruie, then, the decision to adminis-:
ter only certain subtests to larguage minority students should be based on
empirical studies which incorporate relevant linguistic and ethndgraphic
variables in their.desigﬁsa
The last malpractice to be discussed is the profligate use of so-called
out-of-level testing with LEP children. Th%'argument goes among some -
’;sychometrists and eva]uatbrs that since LEP children modally score so Tow
on English-based achievement tests, some technfque 1s'necessary to generate
more variance and Porma]ize the distributions. Out-of-level testing doeé
this--ostensibly--but makes interpretation»diff(cu]t even w#%h the applica-,
tion of expanded standard spdrés. ‘Such testing, in my opinion, is fare]y
used to enhance individual diagnoéis. (;hstead these data are summarized,
.and the.rééultant reports often becloud the problem--however lamely--with
pass1nq//ﬂferences to the normat1ve standard or the- 1ntroduct1on of grade
equ1va1ent explanations. Qut- o?-level testing, in short bpcomes a statis-
tical legerdemain for “adding points.” R o &,
All of theée malpréctices have, come about because of-ohe simple fact,
'often intuited but rare]y adm1tted and important to the New FT's planning:
there are prec1ous few re11ab1e, valid te%ys to use with LLP students. .The

presc.1pt1on is aTso simplej or at 1east stra1ghtforward ‘deve1op tests--

. o -,
[ Lty
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fron scratch, where necessary--which adeguately rzasure consiructs of

interest in thzse ropulations.

-

Lancuzge Proficiency Assessment )
< Thé practice of testing nom-English native 1an§ﬁage skitls has becore
so tied té bilincual ecucation, so intertwired with entry-classificaticn and
exittreclassification practites, which involve the additional assessment of
£nglish languagce skills, that it is difficult to speak about the-assessment

. . r
ot proficiency in one language alone and without ﬁhinking its use in educa-
tional cecisionr making. The problems and issues which Lesiege the testing
‘of non—End\ish language skilis--and the oppo}tunigies to improve the

~

associated measurement strateaies and instruments--are c]qse?y parzlleled
in the Eralish domain, and since we w%]] be mafn]y discusging the festing
of children wﬁb'are actually or nascently bi]ingual; it is easy to meld
one's concérn§ and thoughts .on these subjectg.

It seems also that the testing of non-English native'language skills
is in post bilingual program';éftings not done as often or as extensiv?}y
(in terms of different. aspects of Tanguage) as the assessment of Eﬁg]ishx
1aéguage skills. In thfS’authqr's opinion .this occurs primarj]y beciuse
extant federa] and state program eligibility requirements emphasize English
- over native language skii]s. Then, too, the fact that most bi]ingda]iBro-
gra%; are transitional in nature orobably Eugers for greater;testing in
Erglish, {nst uctior in which is closer to traditiona] educational ideology
(Banks, 1979).

So although research on bilingualism in" the schools indicates the

.

importance of measuring both -languages on-a regular basis, the testing of
.

Spanish language skills continues to languish in both quality and frequency

12.



measured by tests wh1ch measure a student'’ s aural comprehens1on and speak

(Bernal, 1977). The time has come for intelligent, mu]tidisc\iplinary_,.“
ogqperaofon among bi]ingual‘educators; 1inguists, andpsychometricfans to
design #nd produce a variety of valid instruments ‘(Bernal, Note 1) which
simultaneously address the pedagogical and c]assificatory needs of bilin~-
gual programs and eva]uators'(and researchers"needs for‘versa ile and |

accurate measures of educationaT]y consequential ski]]s.

H1stor1ca]]y the concepts of limited English speaking ability (LESA)

and more recent]y 1imi ted Enq11shgproftg1enqy (IEP)gzere estah11shed more:v

for comp11ance accountab1]1ty than for curricular p]ann1ng LESA'can be

.,

1ng prof1c1ency in gng]1sh° most extant testsiof 1anguage“prof1c1ency were

’ deve]oped at the time when this construct was in voaue. LEP cn the other

hand, is more comprehens1ve, at least beyond the second qrade or so, when

Ry

sk111s in read1ng and wr1t1ng asrend 1n .mportance .To th1s writer's know]-

-edge no s1ng]e test or test battery for measur’ny LEP beyond the second

grade exists, and unless new Title VII regu!at1ons or Lau gu1de1129£‘spec1fy
or oporat1ona11ze this construct, 1nd1v1dua1 programs . must determ1ne what
this means for themse]ves (Berna] Note 2). 4

Many 'bilingual programs, unfortunate]y, adm1n1ster on]y ‘the Engl1sh
parts of these 1anguage assessment tests, reason1ng--1n th1s case correct-
1y-—that a LESA child is a]so LEP.- In the later e]ementary grades, however,
a non LESA ch11a may be LEP, as d1scussed above Seyera]*good.reviews'of-
Spanish prof1c1ency tests exist (e.gp,.S11verman, Noa, & Russe11,_1é76;
Dieterich, Freemar, & Crandall, Note 3), but they seem to convérge Weak1yk\
on the concfusion that few good ones are to be had, and are more USefu1 for
1nd1cat1ng what to avoid than for what to do. ) '

Still, now1edae of LEP status alone, w1thout data of the child's

& o _ .

> . . ~
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abi]ity»in“Spanish, hasilimited usefulness for designing appropriate,interQ

o

' . N l T . P . ./-’ . ’
ventions. Given a LEP child entering school for-the first time, information

about her/his Spanish ccmpetencies might lead us to suspect the validity of

the testing administration, help us decide tg refer the child for further

assessment, provide important placement information, or screen children

" whose native or Eng]ish'1anguage skills might begvery "mature," i.e., much

-

more developed than those of their typical agemates.

Cumm1ns (1979) suqqests that the c0nt1nuous assessment of b111nqua1

~students' progress in the deve]opment of nat1Ve 1anquaqe skills is 1mportant,;

part1cu1ar1y if one wants to predict the1r success in an a11 En011sh educa- .

¥

tional environment. Nat1ve lanquage ach1evement is an indicator of students'
genera1)academic potent1a1 in Eng]1sh as well. His very recent theoret1ca1
work (Cumm1ns, 1980) distingutshes between baSic-interpersona1 commhnica-g
tion skills (BICS) and cogn1t1ve/academ1c 1anguage prof1c1ency (QALP), the
metalinguistic sk11]s which prOV1de the k1nds.of‘1earn1ng advantages that
some bilinguals seem to enjoy. It is-the CALP in one's ftrst,]anguage (Ll)
which predicts success in the second 1anguage (d2) envfronment. It seems

that extant language proficiency tests mostly measure BICS, and thus have

Jimited - utility for diagnosis or. educational p]acement and c1assification.

Language prof1c1ency ut111£gs cr1ter1on referenced, norm- referenced
or a combination of both techniques to estab11sh the 1eve1 of an examinee 's
. 4

1anguage mastery, and it can be measured throuqh interview techn1ques or

paper- and-pencil tests, depending on the aspects of 1anquage (product1ve or

‘receptive skills) one wishes to def1ne as appropr1ate to a part1cu1ar age/

grade level or to a spec1f1ed role/situation (such as the prof1c1ency
required for a bT11ngua1 teacher). Tests of . 1anguage prof1c1ency, unlike

popular measures of vocabulary and reading, emphasize aspects of 11ngulst1c

12
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competence.
‘ Language dominance is a construct properly neserved,for the nascent or
functioning bilingual. It may be defined operationally as the higher of two
1anguage proficiency levels, There is a great demand for measures of-]an—
guage dominance, part1cu1ar1y er H1span1cs, from ear]y childhood throuqh
the early elemeritary years. B111ngua1 education and ESL programs variously
use 1anguaqe dominance appraisals to accept chi1dren, p]ace ther in instruc-
tional qroup1ngs, assess their 1anquaqe progress, evaluate certain aspects

of curr1cu1a, and in the case of transitional b111nqua1 educat1on, to

I

‘determ1ne,the appropr1ate point at which a student is ready to exit the

bi]ingua]lprogram and enter the English monolingual course of instruction

ordinarily offered in the schools. N

Language°d0m1nance assessments made - without an examination of 1anguage

L] -

‘prof1c1ency have, in my op1n1on, fostered two re]ated and tacitly held beliefs

which desensitize educators to individual differences. One is that chif%ren
cannot be proficient.in the Tanguage in which they are not dominant; the |
other is that children must be competent, in their dominant language. Some’
bilingual ch11dren--11ke some mono]1nquals——do have a 1anguaqe dysfunct1on,
and this affects the1r language competence even' in the1r dom1n2?t\1anguage
Normal and, certa1n1y, gifted ch11dﬁén acquwre two Tanquage systems read11y,

a]though they may still be more prof1c1ent in one of them.

Thé quality of tests for measur1ng 1anguage»proﬁac1ency varies

’

' cons1derab1y, but not one to date is truly outstanding, or even sat1sfac- .

tory Th1s author has served on an adv1sory comm1ttee on prgf1c1ency assess-

ment'to the Texas Education Agency.* The comm1ttee has rev1ewed dozens of

*Committee for the Fvaluation of Language Assessment Instruments (CELAI).

-
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. in the program, for many of whom Span1sh is 1n effect a second 1anauage,

\ Testing School Achievement

. N

tests and has, found them all wanting tp a greater'orb1esser degree in terms
of traéitiona] psychometric criteria or 1inqu§stic'content and oraganization
{CELAI, Note 4).": I |

In their worst_forms j§nguage profjcfency tests’ pander to sgpeols'
tight bi]%ngua] bgdgets and goﬁe\ggétrjcﬁs' desires not to identify LEP
chjldren;kwhi1e ethers rest on ﬁigh]y questionable assumptions, purport to
measure the impoesible (e.g., purport to measure_1énguage~dominance without

measuring‘]anguage proficiency);'or danot-guide the users.whatsoever"in the

Q - - v Zas o
interpretation of the results. The rest too often present linguistically L e

unrealistic demands$ (e.g., “Now we‘re,goinqvto talk in English," or "Please

use complete sentences") or arbitrary scoring or weighting procedures, and

'genera11y suffer from a lack of sensible jtems,-sufficient Janguage samﬁling,

and re]iabi1dty * Then, "too, nat‘evenxe hQndful have been validated against

groups of prof1c1ent mono11nquals, and none have beén examined 1n the light

'
-

of ‘the demand character1st1cs of b111ngua1 or English mono11nqua1 classrooms. ,-,'
Tests that use scales’ Qr‘ordered cateqorLes of proficiency are not sensitive

to the student who is margina]]y-proficient in either Tanguage alone but
Qeverthe1ess commun1ca€:;e1y competent in informal b111ngua1 settings where
codesw1tch1ng is the rule. The fact that an. 1ncreas1nq number of b111ngua1
programs are including non-LEP (1 e., Eng11sh'prof1c1ent or EP) students

f”

¢

a]so necess1tates the test]ng of Shanish 1anguaqe skills.

N

The testing of'school'échieVement areas‘iq a non-English language - o
poses other problems, not the.least of whi ch is Ehe‘]ack of tests well
suited for Tjny 1anguage minority groups. A few tests in Spanish are on

-
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_the market, but‘these are essentially translated--and in some cases renormed

--versions of the Eng]ishnachieyement series pyb]ished By the samecompany.
These translations have item-by-item similarity with the original tests in
Eng]ish,‘which effectively precludes the use of both English and Spanfsh
versions of the same level test on the same bifinqual cni1dren, since ex-
posure to one would produce a practice effect for the other. A notable
except1on is the CIRCO test battery (Berna] Note 5); Hardy, Note 6), which
was adapted (not mereiy translated) from the CIRCUS (in English) and wh1ch
includes ‘new tests developed for Hispanic students. HTh1s test, however,

can be used only with fodr to six year olds. Most.non—Hispanjc, 1anguage
minority groups simp]y have not had.standardiéed achievement tests developed

for them tc date

Th1s and the fact that 1oca11y devetoped 1nstruments do not have the °

‘ .

credTb1T1ty of commercial instruments are the- pr1nc1pa1 reasons why ach1eve-
ment testing is conducted by and 1arge in Eng]1sh - Such test1ng of LEP . )
children, however, produces cons1derab1e .persona’ and statistical fa1lout

In tnis‘wr1ter s evaluation consu1tat1ons w1th b111ngua1 programs in -
public school settings, he has seen instances where grade level -averages,
1nvo1v1ng dozens of b111ngua1 c1asses in.several schoo]s, have just reached

chance level performance on nat1ona11y standardized ach1evement tests. 1

cannot say, of course, just how W1despread a phenomenon this is, but if

~ OBEMLA's* plans to implement (on a voluntary basis) a standard T1t1e VII

data reporting form (Baca," Bernal, DeGeorge, & Mangino, Note 7) are carried
out, then such data can be calculated,
These tests can be frustrating to LEP chi]dren, and their results, as

discussed earlier, often lack credibiﬁity with teachers. For evaluators,

*Office°of'Bﬂ]ingual.Education and Minority Languages Affairs.

A ' -
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too, the results can be frustrating, since a large percentage of scores at

or below chance makes for'fair]y_arbitrary interpretations of the results,

“interpretations which historically have placed the burden on minority chil-

dren, the inadequacy of their educational programs, and their ecOnomic

c1rcumstances, instead of calling for a reexamination of the tests them-

'se1ves (Berna], 1975) .o

Recent tnst reviews of Eng]ish—baged tests used in bilingual programS'

(e.g., Silverman, Moa, & Russell, 1976) have started to emphasize test

‘ appropriateness as an important‘aspect of validity: The valid appTicationb

of a test assdmes'that the examinees are not unlike the groub(s) upon which
the test was deve]oped and standard1zed To the extent that important

psychblogical d1fferences ex1st (quch as in cu]turtn bacquound and 1anquage
prof1c1ency), test results must be 1nterpreted with caution apd °upp1ementa1

measures of the tra1t or Ponscruct in question should be ut111zed to cross-

| check the resu]ts : ‘ . m}

In ach1evement tecting, too, a psychometric lag occurs, since we know

how to obtain "better” j:rformance from ]anguage minority students on

" standardized tests (Bew:3', 1977), performance wiich increases their scores

and enhances test relianhii- ? and 20, har2fully, weasurement validity.
Specific recommendations witl e ineiated v & later section of this paper.
. . " . )

Teacher Assessments

s

In addition tec irs assessment wastudehts there is¢a growing trend to

~ assess teachers7in the ron-English {and Sometimes in English) 1ahghage

skills (Carlisle- Zepeda, 4 Saldate, 1978). This author en/cjérses this trend
(aithouqh he is aware of the political agendas which sometimes mot1vate it),

because one reason’ whv $0 many b111ngua11y cert1f1ed teachers do not teach
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in Span1sh is that the1r basic Spanwsh sk111s are inadequate or that their.

content re]ated vocabu]ary is, 1ack1ng Effect1ve teachers in b111ngua1

1980)

| One of the techniques be1nq used to assess teachers aon- Eng]1sh ]anquage
competency is the Language Prof1g1ency Interv1ew (LPI), a taped and b11nd1y
scored version of the'technfcue used by'the Foreign Service Institute and
the Peace Corps to test the conVersat1ona1 ab111t1es of the1r tra1nees The
LPI is used by New Jersey, and Texas uses it in add1t1on to a standard1zed
, mu1t1p1e choice test of Span1sh 1anquage coqpetenc1es for prev10us]y-cert1—
fied teachqfs seeking tc obta1n a b111ngua1 endorsement through add1tlpna1 )
‘course workl ObV1ous1y «cloze tests and other procedures could be used.
What is still’ needed is a better measure of teachers non- Eng]1sh writing
skills. Techn1ques for est1mat1ng the adequacy of writing samples “~
English have been deve]oped, and these could be’ adopted for the assessmgnt

of -non- Eng]wsh writing skills as well,

.

Summary” o o |
’ . Bi]inguai_assessment is. now recognized as crucially important far the
' selection'of bilingual teachers, for the screening, p1acement, énd.rec1asl
. sification of LEP students, and for designing appropr1ate bilingual educa—
tional prpgrams. Extant 1nstruments, unfortunate]y, -are not entirely

capable of.satisfying these needs.



What Should Be Measured to\Study Program Effegts on Language Minority '

Students in the New Follow Through: An R&D Agenda

{n this section we will examine variables which are_barticu]ar]y
important for Jgscribing programsffor lanquage minority students and study-.
ing the interactions of.these.programs with various student characteristics |
and\]oga] conditions. It’1s assumed that many other varsz]es will be ' )
considared in the ordinary pvoqression of eVents in evaluation design and

1mp1ementat1on, SO emphas1s will be p]aced here on b111nqua] models,

. students, and S]tes o , -

\'Mode]/Program/C]assrbom Variables

The folloving table (Table 1) presents in summary form the model/

L}
program/chssroom variables of high potent1a] interest to the New FT.

Table 1
Model/Program/Classroom Variab]és for Studying the Impact
of the New Follow Through on Languagg Minowity Students
* * - Teacher language’ proficiency in English:
- Speaking pr6f1c1ency: - conversatignal, geheral educétiona], and
curricular areas. : T
- Writing skills, qenera] - A
Teacher proficienpy in the non-English 1an§uagé:
-'Speaking prdficiéncy: conversétiona1, gehera] edQcationa], and

curricular areas. R
- Writing skills, general (when applicable)* |

© *Some non- Engllsh languages found in b111néﬁa] programs have no standard
written form. _ _ .

-y
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"Instructjona]Q‘ide's_]anguage proficiency in Enqﬁi?h"

» . .
Table 1 - c0ntinued

»

. © 3
- Speaking| proficiency: conversational anc curricular areas.
o Wr1t1ng kills, general (when app11cab1e)/ﬁr .

Instruct10na1 3 deﬁékproficiency in the nbn-Enclish language:

- Speak1ng proficiency: .conversational and curricular areas.
- Writing sk1115, qene/a}”Twhen wpplicable).*

- |

Division of 1%struct1ona1 duties in L1 and L2 Hy teacher and a1de

Instruction g1ven in L1 and L2: X L : . N
- Total t1me in each . _ . ‘ .

- Percent of instruction in gach. . -

- Content areas affected by each - Yreading, math, social studigs, etc.

Fprmal and informal, lahguage 1nterast1ons between aide and teacher ‘teacher
or aide and students

- Use of L1 and L2 by fun”t1on (e.g., 1nstructi6n; encouragement,
direction, di: cipting. ' : :

~

Parental ‘participation: . . e

In parent-teacher conferences. - ' .
In bilingual classroom activities o
In parent training (if app11cab1e) Q

Use of L1 and L2 in these activities. :

Instructional Management: ~ . ' T

~

- "Pull-out" vs. integral. _ B g
- Timing o¥ L2 1ntroduct1on de]ayed;gsimultaneous,»or immersion.

Degree of ethnlc/11ngu1st1c'1ncegrat10n:

—‘Ethnic/language,minority grolips . represented. | N *
= Language proficiency categories represented. ‘ ‘

r while'the instructor's proficiency in’Enq]ish and the nbn—Ehg]ish lan-

guage has always been regarded by experts as crucial for the success of
b111ngua1 education programs (for examp]e, Center for App11ed L1ngu1st1cs,

1974; California State Department of Educat1on, Note 8), recent empirical

4
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S evidence (Rodr1quez, 1980) tends to show that h1gher levels of f]uency and
linguistic flex1b1]1ty d1fferent1ate the better bilingual educators from their
average and below average colleagues. Numerous approaches to the measurement
of}instructdr prdficiency“nave~been tried (Bernal, Note 2), ‘ranging frgm
ev1dence of co]lege credit in the non- Engl1sh 1anquage to structured inter-

v views and standard1zed paper and pencil tests.

Y Most of these techniques, however, haye been "make-do,“ and none singly
satisfies the need to measure all recentive. and product1ve language sk1]]s
This wr1ter s hunch is that the 1mp1ementat1on of - the non- Eng11sh facats ot
a bilingual program depend in no sma]]’way not"only upon teachers' and aidesy
.convent10na] ak1t]s, but also upon ‘their ab111ty to converse professiona]]y
in the langudge, on their know1edge of content- re1ated phrases; and on the1r
genera1 writing ability. The same may be satd for their skills in Eng]1sh

‘B1]1ngua] educators, in other words, probab]y need to be gompetent to under~

"stand, speak, read write, and teach.the languages involved in a part1cu]ar
'.program model before they will actua?ﬁy use them to any\great extent 1n the
classroom or for tammun1ca§1ng with 1anguage m1nor1ty parents.
In order to measure these skills adequate]y, some techniques need to*
be'app]1ed'to the task. The New FT should. ca]] for the adaptat10n of the
Language Proficiency Interview (LPI) (ETS, Note 9) to include d1scuss1ons
- abdut professional topics.and tnstructiona] areas. }The LPI~tecnnique re- )

tOrds these interviews and has them scored blindly by trained raters who

use a criterion referenced scale with five or six majar and four or five

. : k4 . . .
' minor ranks. If correctly adapted, such a scheme could yield separate
A scores for genera] and pedagogical aré“s -
;{ ) A]though wr1t1ng skills in the non- Eng11sh 1anguage could be measured

by multiple-choice tests, this wr1ter urgeszthat more demand1ng tests be

~
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developed on a1read\ eX1st1ng techn1ques . Dictation and C1oze test techni-

ques (01ler, 1975; 011er & Streiff, 1975) are particularly good, -inexpensive
techniques. to measure the grammat1ca1 components of writing skills, C]oze
tests, furthermure, can be cast into“mo1tip1e—choice formats. Scaling of

these technioues probably needs additional atvention, however.

Writing samples scored holistically can also he employed, although this_

procedure requires somewhat more expensive scoring by teams of readers.
Identifying ar.d assembling groups of hjgh]y‘competent readers_ for certain
languages could be difficult, but major Tanguages suoh as Spanish or Erench
cou]d‘be handled readily in this manner. The advantages of’writing samples
centers around their faoe valid{ty, is that the examinee must-produce an
essay\on‘one or more assigngd topics deﬁ%gned to Dermit'scopeaof expressicn.
Fairly reliable scoring'tethniques have been developed for English writing

samples, and the same .could be done for other wr1tten 1anguages
<

The divlision of instructional duties xgrgg and L2 by teacher and aide
has been of concern to bilingual educators for some time. Many of them are
bas1ca11y concerned: that the more prest1g1ous\person——the teacher—-W111 con-
duct instruction in Eng]1sh and relegate the use of the non- Eng]1sh 1anguage
to the aide, thereby 1nf1uenc1nq 1anguage attitudes \ﬂ“an undes1rab1e
manner (Bernal, Note 10) But\there are add1t1onal¥1ssues which have to. do

b [l
W1th a program model's 1mp1ementat~on in a c]assroom and, very 1mportant1y,

W1th time-on- task wh1ch seems to be part1cu1ar1y important for compensatory

educat1ona1 programs (Davidson ‘& Holley, 1979). Sy

Thus jnstruction given in L1 and L2 involves tota] time, percent of

instruction in each 1anguage, and-the content areas ‘affected by these

instructional modes . Understand1ng who teaches/ahat in which 1anguage and

- -

. for how long is potentially 1mportant for teasing out d1fferences in proqrar

impacts (Saville-Troike, 1978).

v nj
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Indtructional 1ogs_Q\\guest1onna1res could be designed by the model
developers to keap track of these figures. But occas1ona1 spot checPs would
be necessary to validate these procadures, and it is hcped that the evalua-

tion of the New FT incorporates plans to.conductigytens1ve on-site

>

.observations.

‘Which brings us to the next topic, formal and informal 1anquaqe inter-

actions between aide and teacher, teacher or a1de and students. C]assroom

"observation procedures such as those inspired by Flanders (1961) could be

designed for use by bilingual observers. A short term developmental effort
is foreseen in this area to test the observational system's usability and

™

re1iab111ty, keeping in mind that similar procedures have required careful

_observer training, spot checking {Reid & DeMaster, 1972),‘ahd recalibration

>(Reid,’1970). Adding a bi]ingual dimension to ‘such systems nfay require

compromising the scope of the ihteractiOns-to be ohserved or the use of an. -
additiona1‘observation schedule wh?ch focuses on other interactive processes.
It remains to be seen wnether an‘éffectiye‘bi1ingua1 interaction form may -
be used te supplement  an observat1on technique already well developed.

Parenta];gart1c1pat1on data €an probab]y be supp11ed accurate]y by

program personne] by keep1ng good records.of meetings and other_types of

contacts. ‘During\the recent conference.on the Longitudinal Evaluation of
Bilingual Programs (see Bernal, 1980b; Contreras, 1980), the positive‘and

negative efﬁécts of different kinds and levels of parental participation be- °

- come evident. The ilew FT program should monitor these effects carefully.

Many aspects of instructional managerient could be emphasized in the

i

New FT. Two-genera]bconcerns arising from practices in the field (Bernal,-

Note 10) have been selected for 1nc1us1on, since data on these e1ements <

. should tell us much about New FT programs' approaches to. teach1nq 1anouage

minority children, especially LEP children.
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The first cbncgrn has to do with classifying a program as "pull-out"

or integral. The chiefvcﬁafactenjstic'of'the pull-out approach is that

non-Ehg]ish instruction s provided only t6 LEP students and conductéd by a

resource teacher who works with them for a limited period during the day.
b ‘ r

It is not unusual in such a program for the "bilingual" teacher o service

~ several organized classes by working with small groups in a Tearning center

in the "home }oom," or to conduct a number oFf special classes made up of
students "pulled out".of their regular classrooms for bilingual instruction
or tutoring in EngTish.

. %ﬁ] integral program provides bilingual instructioﬁ tQ children ih a
reguiar classroom set?ing by the regu]ar classroom teaching staff. Acadzmic

content is to some extent taught in both languages, and often non-LEP chil-

_dren,participate in these activitles’és well.

Obv1ous1y, some c1dssrooms may be "m1xed " as in the case.where suffi-
cient 1nstruct1ona1 resources ex1st for one 1anquage m1nor1ty group but not
for arniother. T

The second concern has to do with timing the introduction of English to
the LEP child. The de]ayed 1ntrodUCt1on ‘of English for instruction in the
content areas re qu1res that such- 1nstruct1on be essent1a1‘y monolingual in
the non-English 1anguage and that the study of English assume the sta{Ls of
a subject in a broader curriculum. A§ competencies in English arg acqgired.

by the children, the academic areas assume a more bilingual orientation.

Children in such programs are often able to read and’write in their first

. language before they are'intrédyced to these skills in English.

The simu]tanéous~intrdductions of.Eng1ish begins content instrucfiqn in
both languages fkom the first day. Severely LEP students may be provided
some additidna1'he1p in the nativem1anguage, but by and large the-atmosphere

in decided]y‘bi1inguai and one 1aﬁguage he]pé to support the other. English

= 25
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reading and writing instruction are introduced as qufck]y as passib1e.‘J '

An jmmersion approach is difficult to characterize accurate]y. 1t is
not an English-as-a-second-language (ESL) techn1que, and .t lé not the tradi-
tional "sink-or-swim" system which LEP sfﬂdénts have so long endured. It is,
instead, a carefully segu2nced system of content 1nstruct1on which helps ch11--.
dren intuit the language as c]nsses progress (Cnhen,.1975; Lambe;t &‘Tuckef,
1972; Bernal, Note 1C). Learning aids, highly animated teaching, ana sensi-~
tive adJustments of the English demand character1st1c§ of the c]asses educe
the desired English skills, ostensibly without Jeopord1z1ng the norma] deve]op-

' ment of the mother tongue. Ncn-English instruction is later introduced as a
subject\ _ -
. N _ .
The degree of ethnic/]inquistic'ﬁntegratiOn will require the use of °

detailed demographic instruments down to the classroom level. Accurate lan-
. v T w
guage proficiency categories will have to be devised, since current instru-

"ggnts do not deal effectively with all bi1iq9ua1§ and since other categoricat
systeins, e.qg., the-ng categories (Hai, 1978), would seem té be better |
adapted to legal and administrative classification than for scientiftc
inqﬁiry. .
It is'aifficu1t to say.which categories linguists and educators wil]
agree éke of interest to a New FT éva]uation‘study. This writet be]ieyesa
L that two type§ of categorica1'systems should be used. The first is based
on the LEP-EP distinction. EP students can be divided into dominant Eng]igh-
speaking minority and language minority péﬁﬁTﬁtions, and the ilatter can be
subdivided into once-LEP (reclassified) and né?ér-LEP students. This scheme E
~ would account‘for the presénce-of Anglo, other English-speaking minority

populations (principally Black students), and English monolingual languagé

minority background students. It would also identify those 1anguagé)minority L7

YA
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children vho are currently LEP, thnse who were once LEP and are now retlassi-

fied as EP (and hence important to follow up), and those who were functionally

bi1ingual when they first enterad the program. The presence or absence of EP

language minority students will indicate whethef the program is being imple~

mented in a transitiomal mode, i.e., whether it exits studehts who become

EP and does not directly servicécthoée language minority sthdents'who come

to school a]ready competent in the farget language.

The secornd type of language-based categorical system astcated%hére is
based upon & threé-dimeﬁsiona] mafrix of functional Englisin and non-English -
] ,

language categories and communication competence. A child’s placement in

this sysfem wouﬁd depend not only upon her/his relative performance in each

-of two'1énguagés, but also upon their ability toa cope with'a variety cf lan-

%

guage tasks. Two—dimensiona1~categqrizations (baseq on Eng1ish and non- ,
English languages), it is récbgnized,'already-exist in tha literature on
bglingual proficiency assessment and in certain program requlations. What
is enVisioﬁed here, however, is a system which is éapab]e of”better diagnostic-
prescriptive applications (pgrticu]ar]y fordiéudents who score at the Tower
ranges of both English and ndh-EngTish scales), is not misled by the sponta- -
neous (and, onévmight add,/Efgh1y adaptive) codeswitching behavior exhibi{ed-:
by same bilingual children, into;porates current 1anguage ana]ysis'theory,
and measures that aspect of language development (CALP) which,prédicts
readiness to engage in seéond 1anguagé.instruction. This wi]T be discussed
further in the néxﬁ'section. f - s |

" ,Both of these systems should be seen as dyhamic, rather than static.

Categofica] membership and changes in categorical membership can be seen,

‘réspéétive1y, as important covariables for the study of program-by-student

interactions, or as criteria for program effectiveness. ‘ e
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" Student Variables _ :
Given the state of the art in tanguage proficiency assessment, good tests
-

ch g a meaningful metric must be deveioned throuqn a coordinated, multicisci-
.p11nary R&D effort. The experience gained during the development of CIRCO
‘(Bernal, 1877; Bernal, Note 5; Hardy, Note 6) suggests to this writer that
an English proficiency test can be constructed to accurately measure the status
of severa] language minority populations, so long as great care is taken‘ép
reduce disabling test anxiety (%?rason, 1961) and to prepare them for the test-
inj experience. The content of such an instrument, furthermore, should be
established on native English speakers of the same age, so that no items be
included for 1anguage minority students that English speak1ng members the
dominant ethnic group cannot themselves pass Basing performance on nao?ve
Eng]1sh speakers, in fact, cou1d be one way of establishing a mean1ngfu¥
metric for cngl1sh pr0f1c1ency
lLest we stavt th1nk1ng of #this development j:gfort only in trad1t1ona1
terms, let me hasten to say that 1.ngu1sts nave some innovative ideas for ))
judging the level of language development, includina some incisive techni<
- ques to_ané]y;e mistakes and the child's differential use of both languages.
The principal shortcomfng of these procedures, by psychometricvstahdards, is
their ineffioiency. This is why a‘multidfsCip1inary efforteseems particularly
appropriate at this juncture (Bernal, Notes 1 & 11)l |
A.Toe contemp]eted test should measure'LEP in the more comprehensive sense
' prevfous]y‘exp1icated.v This means essentially that students in the second or
third grades must be tesﬁed in Eng]ish read1ng and wr1t1ng in add1t1on to
oral language prof1c1ency . The determination of content shou]d pose Tittle
problem s1nce_the more popular commerc1a1-ach1evemeoﬁ tests would seem to

have sampled these curricular domains quite well. ' Indeed the SWRL* Student

.“*Southwest Regione? Laboratory for Educational Research. and Development.

<
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Placement System (SWRL, 1980), intended to assist in the assessment and place-
ment of language minority students, appears to have largely duplicated the
efforts of commercial testing companies (Potter, Note 12) at the early
elementary grade levels.

The innovations required for a test of LEP, in this writer's opinion,'

pivot around techniques for (1) screen1ng children for e11q1b111ty for the

English test, anh (2) accommodating their diverse expectancies and test-

taking behaviors. The screening procedure envisioned would be a brief,
painless, and valid way of categorizing LEP children at the lower ranges, </

children who should not ke equ;ed to a longer, frustrating examination in J

“a Janguage they barely understand. CIRCO has shown that a brief test in

Spanish can be used to select and“operationally ~a group of students

for whom its_Spanish-based subtests are appropriate (Bernal, 1977). TRere

is no reason to believe that.a similar process cgy]d not be used in English

assessment of LEP--or in the administration of English-based genera] ach:e;e
ment test batteries, for that matter. ﬁ {

Other writers (see Bernal, 1977) have_esed techn1ques for reduc1ng ) .
untoward test ankie¢y;:enhancfng motivation, and familiarizing students with

those demand characteristics of the test which are not central to the meas- !

“urement.objective but which if misunderstood could cause students to receive.

lower marks than they wou1d otherwise achieve,.i.e.; would introduce

-

systematic error into their measurement Such techniques, as argued e]se- -

. where 1n thic paper,. have not rece1ved suff1C1ent attent1on from psychomet-

r1c1ans, yet are pivotal to_test1ngg&;ﬁquage m1nor1ty students and m1nor1ty

populations in genera1 (Bernal, 197

The other half of’ the Tanguage assessment pigture is.the measurement

of non-English proficiency, and particularly of co itive/ecademic language

proficiency (CALP). Now CALP as a construct is at the cutting edge of
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theovies of bi]ingua]fém, SO it may be difficult to 9perationa1ize.' We do
know some things about it, hovwever, inc]udiné that it seems to’ be measured
best by discrete-point (i.e., decontextualized) items of higher-order cogni-
tive process:s mediated by the native language. Verbal learning psychologists
néed to examine CALP along with ps&cho]inguists to see how similar it seems
to be to such codﬁitive mechanisms as verbal mediation. If CALP turns out to
be ‘mslosely related to factors which are psychometrica]]y more familiar, then
instrument design can move ahead re]at1ve1y quickly, although, of course, it
may have to be cast in several Tanguages.

This requirément for producing diverse tests of non-English language
profiéiency poses a ?oteﬁtial financial fssue f&r the New FT. Designing
an(developing different tests in a systematic way‘for‘sbaqisﬁ, Fnench;

Navajo, Chinese, Vietnamese, and other languaye minority groups would be

an expensive proposition. Consequently a recomnendation_js in order. The

New FT should commission the deve]opment of (1) a comprehensive and broadly

» combrehensib]e test of LEP, (2) one or two tests of non- English language

proficiency and achievement accord1ng to ant1c1pated need, and (3) a com-
patible general technique for testing the non-English proficiency and N
achievement of other participating language mino%fty groups. Under._the
secona-part of this recdmmendation, proficiency tests in Spanish'and perhaps

one other language would be developed on a priority basis. The general

technique ‘espoused in the third part of this kécommendation_might'be developed

around guidelines for criterion-referenced measurement of the_relevant lan- -

- L ]
guage domains.

Were the New FT to decide to measure only LEP status to the exclusion

of non-English language profiéiency; an important dia@nostic and classifica-.

- tory base would be lost. CALP is too excitihg, toovpbténtiallylusefu1 a

v

cdnstruot’to overlook. Were the New FT to restrict the ‘number of'different
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language minortty groups participating in Zhe New FT program, it would have
to either restrict the types of program sites to those which could introduce
no “syrprises” in the evaluation design or find suitable techniques for con-
verting the high]y problh]e statistical "noise" into orchestratab1e patterns.
The only other alternative is to be wil}ing to sacrifice important empfrica]
data to the gods of finance.
Achievement testing in the non-English language is another hatter.
There are many: reasons for promoting subject matter ach1evement test1ng 1n‘
L1 for LEP students, but none, I be11eve, shauld put the burden of support-
ing their deve]ophent on the New FT. In this area of measurement extant
English-based achievement tests can be made té'suffice so long as adequate
safeqguards can be develioped to protect‘LEP chderen from test misuse.
These Eafeguards could ﬁnc]ude the use of the‘combrehensive test of
English broficiency for screening. Assuming that such a test’houid provide -
valid assessmehts, there would be little point in subjecting pkcfouhdly‘LEPL
" children to a four hour battery in Eng]ish.‘ But there may be some heed'to'
investigate several related issues further: 4(1) what should be the cutoff o
point on the comprehensi?e £nglish proficiency test for excuSing students
~from the achievement test; (2) a‘etthere-any parts of standard achievement |
batteries which can be administered validly to LEP children"with-or without
- minor adaptation (i.e., adaptatiohiﬁuhich do not jeopardize’the comparability |
of scores)? Similarly, ‘children in the New FT--whatever their ethnicity--
gv"gh5§1d receive pract1ce in test- tak1ng skills as part of any model's curr1c; .
ulum, thereby enhancing the ch11dren S competence to cope W1th such
1nstruments (Sav111e Tr01ke, 1978)

The "o1d" FT used other cogn1t1ve measures in add1t1on to ach1evement

Bai s1m11ar plans are being made as of this wr1t1ng, th1s author would 11ke

Y
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to suagest the use of Piagetian tests as measures of cognitive maturity
which many language minority populations can take without in their own

languages signnficant bias (De Avila & Havassy, 1974). These tests also

‘Have diagnostic possibilities for special programs (De Avila & Havassy,

1975), including the identification of gifted children (Bernal, 1974).
Similarly, a judicious sample of classrooms might be administered a’

test of cognitive style. The literatutre on: the relevance of coénitive style

~ to instructional effectiveness and teacher-student re]ations,estab]ishes the

1mportance of this variable for education (W1tk1n, Note 13) and cross- = _'

cu1tura1 research (W1tk1n, 1967) Then, too, 1nstruct1ona] techn1ques may
have differential effects on language minority children with different cog-
nitive.sty1es (Holtzman, Goldsmith, & Barrera, 1579).

‘In the affective domain, attitude measurements should inc]ude’the

esteem which language yin6rity and majority populations have for each other
- // . ) . 7

»and-the:attitudes of the language minority‘group to the use of their lan-

dguage and toward their own ethn1c aroup. Monitorina these att{tudes,
part1cu1ar1y as language m1nor1ty ch1tdren grow in their Enq11sh prof1c1ency,
should be one way of estimating some of the programmatic effects of concern
to language minority populations and rounding out the evaluation of the New
FT mode]s |

In th1s sect10n we have d1scussed the need for a major R&D effort to
develop an adequate, mu1t1cu1tura11y appropr1ate test of English 1anguage e
proficiency, at least one test of prof1c1ency in a non- Eng11sh 1anquage, -
and a comp]ementary general techn1que for testing the nat1ve 1anguaqe prof1-
c1ency “of numer1ca11y small ethn1c groups for which qua11ty, standard1zed
assessments are not 11ke1y to become ava11ab1e. So far as subject matter

ach1evement test1ng of" 1anquaqe m1nor1ty popu]at1ons is concerned -the. ——.

*
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better eXtant standardizéd jnstrumentd (both norm-referenced and cfiterion—
refc¢ -enced) can be made td suffice so long as LEP children are not placed

- at risk. Piagetian measures of inte]%%ctua] development and tests of
cegnitive style rcund out the cognitfve-domain. In the affective domain
interethnic and 1angua§e attitudes should be included in the New FT's plans

to evaluate programmatic effects.




Cautions in Evaluation

The discussicns about instramentatﬁon, measurerent and bilingual
educatign in this paper have';%p1ications for eva]uatian'in the New FT..
This paper is not devoted to evaluation, but since the evaluation of bilin-
gual programs is fraught with dtfficu]ties, as evidenced by the AIR study
{Danoff; 1978) and its aftermath (see, for example, 0'Malley, Note 14), a
few problem areas will be idengified.

;
One has already been mentioned the Dreponderance of chance scores.

0' Ma]]ey (tiote 14) noted in his rev1ew of the AIR data that‘even when
averages seemed to favor the ch11dren in the b111ngua1 proqraws, they were
rare]y higher than the 20th percentile on rational norms. It is clear,
then, that data celiected in compensatory programs‘are often highly skewed
pos1t1ve1y, and that s1gn1f1cant proport10ns of language minority students
score at or below chance on mu1t1pﬂe-ch01ce tests. If some of the sugges-
‘tions for protecting LEP students and ?inding"a1ternat1ve ach1evement meas -
ures made in this paper are fo1loweéf'more useable data should result.
.Another caudion which negds to be observed is the imposition of
unreasonab1e Standa;ag‘nf/ge:iormance on LEP children. A second 1ahguage‘

is not acquired like skills in an academic shbject. In the past language

minority students are seen as making considerable improvements in English >~
~and in'tested academic achievement on]y'ih_the later elementary grades
'(hSGAO; 1976; 0'Ma11ey, Note 14)."Cummfns' (1980) work suggestsjthat CALP
takes time to deve]op, and that if it;doesn't develop fn the native language -
it may never develop at all. Since'FT'has limited itself in theipast’to |

. the ear]y e]ementary years, it may not he possible to show massive growth in

English language prof1c1ency and’ academ1c achievement W1thout a fo]]owup study

a
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Placing LEP children in non-bilingual comparison classes is ethnicaily

questionable and often unfeasible (Bissell, 1980). In some states, further-

-

more, it is illegal. This writer's experience indicates that in public

school settings the exigencies of teaching the childrén most in need make a
’ shamblgs}out of randomization efforts. Designs which take advanggge of
‘; intersite, interclassroom variibi1ity=in student characteristics and instruc-
tional approaches shqu]d be used, since these may prove more useful than

using models a§~igjependent variables (House, et al., 1978; Rodriguez-Brown,
11978). Ve | | |

Lack of process and contextual data restricts the ‘interpretation of

effo}ts. Cbtaining data on program characteristics is crucial (Rodriguezi(‘iﬁ*\d_
Brown, 1978}, and such variab]es have been recommended herein. Ethnographic
monitoring (Hymés, 1979) should also be considered in a sample of sites,

since th{§ may gain dgta f#gm another perspec?ive not only on;prﬁééses and

contexts but a]sb on effects,.especially on unanticipated outcomes.

High student attrition can be expected to occur in the Neﬁ/FT among

language minority students generally, if the Title VII experience is any
~

indicator (see Ligon, 1980). égie

...for many schools large attrition rates indi ... unsystematic

‘ "exits"... due to the exigency of serving the students most in need
with limited resources or the recaicitrance of some local school admin-
istrators who would suhotage the program by convincing the parents of
moderately well achieving students to sign waivers because their chil-
"drent presumably "don't... need the program anymore." The cumulative
effect of these practices is probabTy to depress the average- scores’ of
the remaining project students.... (Bernal, 1980a). _ - .

Special cautions and agreements between the HNew FT and participating schools
are in order, else student cohorts may be capriciously dismeémbered.” Large

numbers- of students and classrooms should be obtained whenever possible.
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Conciusions
-
The inclusion of language minority students in the New FT poses great
challenges and opportunities'for-cdrrith]ar, psychoretric, and eva]uafive
; innovation.' This papér; in delineating vagiables of interest to the New FT
and the means of measuring them, Has hopefully -disabused us of any facile
“notion that merely including these students and-setting aside an instruc-
tional model or two for them will suffice. The New FT will doubtlessly
have to accommodate iapéuage minority students in ways never envisioned in
-the 1960s. These challenges ghou]d be met creatively, not just expeditiousTy,
in the tradiEjon of Fd]]ow Throggh* which js to brind the best of educational

<
theory into the realm of educational practice.

‘i,v/‘
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